Historic, archived document 


Do not assume content reflects current 
scientific knowledge, policies, or practices. 


aba 


ods 
yt eee 
Cerrone te 
OF, 


ES 

+ - if. 

Nea tas 
— 


ie 
x 
Aa 

= 


fn 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


BULLETIN No. 1069 , 


‘\ 


Contribution from the Bureau of Animal Industry 
JOHN R. MOHLER, Chief 


Washington, D. C. Vv May 19, 1922 


RELATION OF PRODUCTION TO INCOME FROM 
DAIRY COWS. 


By J. C. McDoweE Lt, Dairy Division. 


CONTENTS. 
Page. Page. 
Purposesot: they worke 2a ee a ILe|| Terakeesieravol oreo ce 14 
Characters ot-data used === 2 | Relation of milk production to in- 
How the records were studied______ 3 COMM GY ss ates Sas Pa a a, 14 
seneral averages of production, feed What a cow-testing association can 
cost yan@ income sos sere Se 4 and cane not ido- se a a ee 19 
Quality of cow-testing-association Summary and conclusions _______-__ 20 
A OWS es ae SE SR Fa ae 5 
Relation of butterfat production to 
DTIC ON Ce teens eaten er ee Ea 5 


PURPOSE OF THE WORK. 


Large yields of milk and butterfat per cow are the aim of most 
dairymen and also of most breeders of dairy cattle. It is plain that 
the income from a farm dairy depends ultimately on the earning 
capacity of the individual units in the herd—the cows. The purpose 
of the work here reported is to analyze a large number of records 
and to show the relation between the productivity of cows and the 
income received by their owners. The records used are those of cow- 
testing associations. 

Such an association, as ordinarily conducted in this country, is an 
organization of about 26 dairy farmers who cooperatively employ a 
man to test their cows for production of milk and butterfat. As the 
tester can ordinarily test only one herd a day, the 26 dairy herds 
furnish employment for each working day in the month. Records 
from a large number of cow-testing associations are a veritable mine 
of useful information. They cover a wide range of interesting dairy 
topics and show actual production under normal farm conditions. 

For the purpose of this bulletin the records of individual cows from 
96 cow-testing associations have been tabulated to show the relation 
of production to cost of feed and to income over cost of feed and 
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to ascertain the best methods of dairy-herd management. Some of 
the 96 associations furnished records for more than one year. In such 
cases the records for each year were tabulated as though they were 
from different associations. On that basis the 96 associations fur- 
nished 120 sets of records. Therefore, to determine from these 
figures the average number of cows on test in an association we must 
consider each set of records as a separate association. 

In the 120 sets of records there were 2,939 herds and 41,990 cows 
on test. ‘he study covered the period 1910 to 1920, inclusive; but 
every cow record was for a period of one year, the records of less 
than one year being included only when making herd and associa- 
tion summaries. In all other tabulations 12 months’ records only 
were used. 7 


Fic. 1.—Location of the 96 cow-testing associations whose records were tabulated. 


It is well known that cows having high-production records are gen- 
erally more profitable than those whose production records are not 
so high, and this bulletin shows the rate at which income over feed 
cost advances as average production increases. 


CHARACTER OF DATA USED. 


Figure 1 shows the distribution of the cow-testing associations 
whose records were tabulated: 

So far as practicable the records of each association were studied 
independently of the others before being grouped into general tables. 
In this way any differences due to geographical location were noted 
and interpreted. 

The first cow-testing association in the United States began work 


in Newaygo County, Mich., in 1906. On July 1, 1921, there were. 


ae 


RELATION OF PRODUCTION TO INCOME FROM COWS. 3 


452 active associations in the United States. The map (fig. 2) shows 
the location of these associations. 


HOW THE RECORDS WERE STUDIED. 


The individual cow record includes the name, breed, age, and 
weight of the cow. It also includes date of freshening, names of 
dam and sire, months in milk, pounds of milk produced, butterfat 
test, pounds of butterfat, price of product, total value of product, 
feed consumed, days on pasture, cost of pasture, cost of roughage, 
cost of grain, income over cost of feed, returns for $1 expended for 
feed, feed cost per pound of butterfat, and feed cost per 100 pounds 
of milk. 

In making the herd and association summaries here discussed the 
records of all cows on test 4 months or more were included. That is 


Fic. 2.—Location of the 452 cow-testing assgciations in the United States, July 1, 1921. 


the way such summaries are made by the testers in nearly all the 
cow-testing associations in the United States. In all other tabula- 
tions only the records of cows that were on test 12 consecutive 
months and had breed and age given were used. The reason for dis- 
carding the shorter records in making tabulations was to avoid pos- 
sible error due to the use of such records. The possible error due to 
a use of such records, however, is probably negligible, as average 
yield, cost, and income proved to be about the same per cow-year * 
when the records of all cows on test were included as when only the 
records of those on test 12 months were included. (See Table 1.) 
This indicates that the herd and association summaries as now ob- 


1 See footnote to Table 1. 


4 BULLETIN 1069, U. S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. 
| 


tained show about the same averages as they would if 12-months 
records only were used. The cows discarded before the end of the 
testing year were inferior cows, which would tend to lower average 
production, but they generally were on test during the early part 
of their lactation period, which would tend to increase average pro- 
duction. The figures shown in Table 1 indicate that these two in- 
fluences nearly offset each other when large numbers of records are 
used, 

This bulletin considers feeds chiefly from the standpoint of the in- 
come they produce over their cost but a study is now being made of 
the cow-testing-association records to determine the relation of feeds 
to other factors, in which feeds of various kinds are considered by 
quantity and feeding value. 


GENERAL AVERAGES OF PRODUCTION, FEED COST, AND 
INCOME. 


The figures in Table 1 are from the records of 120 sets of cow-test- 
Ing-association records and they compare the 12-month records 
with all the records furnished by those associations. Tables 1 and 
5 are the only tables in which anything but 12-month records are 
used. 


TABLE 1.—Comparison of the 12-month records with all the records studied— 
Averages per cow-year; period 1910 to 1920, inclusive: 


I | 
| Cows on | Cowson | | Cows on | Cows on 


test 12 | test4 | test i2 | test4 
months | months | months | months 
|; and | andnot | and | and not 
item. whose | more | item. whose | more 
breed than 12 | | breed | than 12 
and age | (includes | and age | (includes 
were first —} were | first 
given. | column). | given. | column). 
| } | 
Number of cowS..........2... 21, 234 41,990 || Cost of roughage.............. | $33.41 | $32.03 
Number of cow-years1........ | 21, 234 | 31, 302 ff Cost of gram=-22- <2 J 2- eee $21. 89 | $21. 03 
Average milk yield, pounds... 6,077 | =)- 98971) SEOuALteeG: COSb. 4 seman ee eee $55. 30 | $53. 06 
Butterfat test, per cent....---. 4.08 | 4.12 || Income over feed cost..-.--.-- $62.70 $59. 33 
Average butterfat, pounds. -..| 248 | 247 || Returns for $1 expended for | 
iPTICe Oh DIGLEEfAtasesssee eee $0. 48 pT | eee be ee ote EE Se $2.13 $2. 11 


Value-of product.-.<........-. $118. 00 $112. 39 || 


1 A cow-year may be the record of 1 cow on test 12 months, or it may be made up of the records of 2 or 
more cows the sum of whose testing periods equals 12 months. 

The average milk production per cow-year for the cows on test 12 
months was 6,077 pounds, while the average milk production for all 
the cows on test was 5,989 pounds, a difference of only 88 pounds. 
The average production of butterfat per cow-year was 248 pounds 
for the cows on test 12 months and 247 pounds for all the cows on 
test, a difference of only 1 pound. In return for $1 expended for 
feed there was a difference of only 2 cents per cow-year. For the 
cows on test 12 months the returns averaged $2.13 and for all the 
cows on test the returns averaged $2.11. 
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QUALITY OF COW-TESTING-ASSOCIATION COWS. 


The estimated production per cow of all the dairy cows in the 
United States is approximately 4,000 pounds of milk and 160 pounds 
of butterfat a year. The records of association cows show them to 
be approximately 50 per cent above average in both milk and butter- 
fat production, because the average production of those whose yearly 
records have been tabulated was 6,077 pounds of milk and 248 
pounds of butterfat. 

The greater yield of cows owned by association members is due 
to various causes, but is due chiefly to better feeding, breeding, and 
care. 


RELATION OF BUTTERFAT PRODUCTION TO INCOME. 


For Table 2 the records were sorted and grouped according to pro- 
duction of butterfat, each successive group center being 50 pounds 
above the one before it. 


TABLE 2.—Relation of butterfat production to income over cost of feed when the 
product was sold as butterfat; years 1910 to 1920, inclusive. 


) Average Average 
Number | Butter- | Produc- price income 
Group No. of fat tion of over 
cows. range. | average. | butter- cost of 
fat. feed. 
Pounds. | Pounds. 

Le a GEE SOS BEAR Spee e ea eee 4 0-25 23 $0. 38 1$31.35 
7 es ee Ss Sere ge Gee A AR ae 43 26-75 58 41 113.88 
SIS He Sac ae Sea See a a eee ese ere 600 76-125 109 44 12. 48 
Aa I ee aN t ee SS Pe PE rn ey eee 2,305 | 126-175 154 44 27.90 
Dee eee ne ee CE ee Soe eee eee SS 2 4,310 | 176-225 202 44 42,45 
Ge ea eee ee Se oe Ly eee ane 4,748 | 226-275 251 44 57. 82 
(RS pete Se ae ee em rele ec 3,385 | 276-325 298 44 73. 34 
Sits ee epson Cepen eae annie s Sao C eee Su oe cores 1,635 | 326-375 347 . 44 89. 67 
eS Dee a Se as Se ee Oe a elt ees 652 | 376-425 396 44 105. 07 
LO aerate ng ee ea pe Ns A 214 | 426-475 446 45 124. 85 
LL oe ee rey = apes Be oe Sa A Sse 79 | 476-525 493 43 135. 30 
Nee ep ENE cee Re re ns Pe Sore Tee ow Ste Te we | 27 | 526-575 543 . 40 134. 80 
BS, ee oe Se ae ee Se a ey 8 | 576-625 600 41 157. 87 
EEE REA as Ses Fa ae pee em eat 3 | 626-675 642 . 43 | 150. 62 
U2. 2 See See es Se ee eds Cee Seer ines ae 1 | 676-725 708 29 | 108. 18 
ANG PIES ooo Sa eee See Cen eee ne a S014 3 | ssa e | Bee oa eee See eee 

SaN R15) a SE (DS are oe 2 ee Sa a ee ea be |o- 2222222 | 248 44 o7. 44 

| 
| 
1 Loss. 


The income from these 18,014 cows was obtained from the sale 
of butterfat. As the price received per pound varied little in the 
larger groups, the variation in income over cost of feed for those 
groups could not have been due to a difference in price of product. 
Evidently it was due to a difference in average production per cow. 
and this difference in production was due partly to the cows and 
partly to the way the cows were fed and cared for. 

The group whose average yearly butterfat production was 154 
pounds, or a little below that of the average dairy cow, had an aver- 
age income of $27.90 over cost of feed, while the group whose average 
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yearly butterfat production was 251 pounds, or about that of the 
average association cow, had an average income of $57.82 over cost 
of feed, or more than twice as much. Income over cost of feed per 
cow is what remains for labor, miscellaneous expenses, and profits. 
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Fic. 3—Relation between butterfat production and income over cost of feed. 


Figure 3 shows in graphic form the relation of butterfat produc- 
tion to income over cost of feed as recorded for the larger groups in 
Table 2. 


RELATION OF PRODUCTION TO INCOME FROM COWS. f 


From this curve the income over cost of feed for each 50 pounds 
of gain in butterfat production may be determined. It is well 
known that dairy cows, to be profitable, must be comparatively large 
producers, yet few people fully realize the remarkable rate at which 
income over cost of feed advances as production increases. The 
chart shows that as average butterfat production increased from 
150 to 200 pounds, the average income over cost of feed advanced 
from $26 to $42; that is, a gain of 50 pounds in butterfat production 
increased the income over cost of feed $16, or nearly 62 per cent. 
The next gain of 50 pounds raised the income over cost of feed to 
$58, the next to $74, the next to $90, and the next to $106. 

Briefly stated, as production of butterfat increased from 150 to 
400 pounds, the income over cost of feed advanced from $26 to $106, 


Fic. 4.—An Ayrshire herd in the Herndon (Va.) cow-testing association. 


or exactly $16 for each gain of 50 pounds in butterfat production. 
As butterfat production increased from 400 to 450 pounds the gain 
in income over cost of feed was about $19. For the groups whose 
average production was above 450 pounds the income above feed 
cost was somewhat irregular, which may have been due to the fact 
that the number of records was too small to give dependable aver- 
ages, or there may have been a point beyond which the cows did not 
respond so readily to more liberal feeding. Undoubtedly there is a 
point beyond which it does not pay to feed for increased produc- 
tion, but evidently that point is seldom passed in the feeding of 
cow-testing-association cows. 

As prices of feeds and prices of dairy products rise and fall the 
income over cost of feed also may rise and fall, but a study of the 
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figures by districts and by years in the relation of production to in- 
come over cost of feed shows that any change for one group of cows 
was always accompanied by a similar change for each of the other 
groups. For that reason the curve shown in figure 3 may be con- 
sidered as fairly representative for different years and for all sec- 
tions of the country. It does not follow, however, that the income 
over cost of feed will always be $26 for cows that produce 150 
pounds of butterfat and $106 for cows that produce 400 pounds of 
butterfat. The figures are relative, not absolute. The records were 
tabulated in many ways and always with the result that the groups 
of high-producing cows had a greatly increased average income 
over cost of feed as compared with the groups of low-producing 
cows. The figures showing the relation of butterfat to income gave 
much the same curve regardless of breed, age, weight, date of fresh- 
ening, or geographical location. 

Cow-testing-association records do not give labor costs and miscel- 
laneous expenses, but they do show which cows are paying for their 
feed and which are not. In one herd, records of which were tabu- 
lated, the poorest cow produced in one year only enough income 
from butterfat over cost of feed to buy a 2-cent postage stamp. To 
pay labor costs and miscellaneous expenses the owner had _ the 
manure, skim milk, and the calf. With better cows and more intel- 
ligent feeding he would have had much more. 


TWO HERDS COMPARED. 


In the Cheshire (N. H.) cow-testing association for the testing 
year 1917-18 the herd that produced the most milk per cow was 
highest in average production of butterfat, highest in cost of feed 
per cow, and averaged next to the highest in income over cost of 
feed. For the same year in the same association the herd that pro- 
duced the least milk per cow was lowest in average production of 
butterfat, lowest in average gross income, lacked 4 cents of being 
lowest in cost of feed per cow, and averaged lowest in income over 
cost of feed. The herd of greatest production per cow had an 
average income of $212 over cost of feed, while the other herd had 
an average income of $27 over cost of feed. It would require 78 
cows like those in the inferior herd to produce as much income over 
cost of feed as 10 cows like those in the other. 


BUTTERFAT AND COST OF FEED. 


The figures in Table 3 are from the same tabulation as those given 
in Table 2, and they show the relation between butterfat production 
and cost of feed per cow. 
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TABLE 3.—Relation of butterfat production to cost of feed when the product was 
sold as butterfat. 


Average cost of feed. 
Average 
Number | butterfat 


Group No. of cows. | produc: | Rough. 


tion. age. Grain. Total. 
Pounds. 

ae ee er ak Ee A es ee ae 4 23 $29. 36 $10. 62 | $39. 98 
DA Oy en PRR eer RE RE SAN AT ET Su Shl eelee g  ee 43 58 30. 85 Todd | 37. 97 
SS PRE pa Me i ede ee eee SS) ae Ne FO a, Wee ee et 600 109 28. 08 7.62 SOa| 
ARP Fe Se a OE SP AS Ses he NE BE 2,305 154 29. 61 10. 94 40. 55 
PgR ACM wai se Oe SE, Sige trace, Remmi ake ape mR es 4,310 202 31. 54 15. 73 era! 
Ge rr ae ot cen eee yeed BS De. See Oe enn oe oy S 4,748 251 33. 44 20. 34 53. 7 
(hd i Se Be ee Se Ee ee as See 3, 385 298 34. 26 25. 02 59. 28 
Lea he GOR a RS Pie a ONE ES EAI MS Sire = TaN ROE PE PERS 1,635 347 35. 27 28. 91 64.18 
ces Tad a ee a Da ee See ee Pe eee Pewee 652 396 34. 70 34. 65 69. 35 
TDS st 2 te Stes ei ewe as ie cae aaare an Ro bree meee eae 214 446 S1e20 38. 88 76.15 
CU parep ee tment Roe ee Bee la OC hay, eee Tee ne 7 493 39. 12 38. 52 77. 64 
Sr Sega RL Ah BPI ee eee canis Dil 543 36. 30 45. 69 81.99 
TB oes SE aes ek Se Ee eR Bt 8 600 40. 23 50. 55 90. 7 
1G Rg cass eae Sat REA ap at 2p oe og ee 3 642 41. 41 82. 72 124. 13 
ap et ad eee Sin Be apt ne ite he ee ts Ae At 1 708 45. 08 51. 87 96. 95 

TREAT es ae er ae eget tea 18 O14ulee peetenl eee [ates ial Sees 

INNO STD Soke Saat ee NE ert SOE OE eee EPR Oe Ss 248 32. 75 20.12 52. 87 


These figures show only a moderate rise in cost of roughage as 
butterfat production increases, but they show a very rapid rise in cost 
of grain. The comparatively small difference in the cost of roughage 
per cow for the different groups may have been due partly to the feed- 
ing of the same quantity of roughage to all cows in the same herd, 
regardless of production. The increased cost of grain, however, 
was very regular as production increased. This was always true when 
the number of records in the group was great enough to furnish a fair 
average. Evidently many of the members of cow-testing associations 


TABLE 4.—Relation of butterfat production to returns for $1 expended for 
feed and to feed cost per pound of butterfat where the product was sold as 
butterfat. 


Average | Average 
Average returns | feed cost 
Group No. Number Detter for $1 ex- per 
: Pa a pended | pound of 
: for feed. | butterfat 
Pounds. | 
LAS ACA se SHS cc ce SERGE Ee SGECD Cee aE Bee eee ee eee 4 23 $0. 22 $1. 758 
1 Ss at SOR ES SN ES Oe Se ea ae ee ee 43 58 . 63 . 648 
3 soc SSO CSE: SR pee ie og ne ae eee Sa ea a 600 109 1.35 323 
ETS EU Sek get ee pte Se SS AAS Soe ROE eRe 2, 305 154 | 1.69 . 264 
OF a cp a Pes es RENTER ae AR Se awh ey Sec RS el Oe 4,310 202 | 1.90 . 238 
a cad ae Se ee IS NS ee STS rE ne aE ie eR aes el 4,748 251 | 2. 08 . 214 
TE ED SS 5 im, ee a a See eae Sen ae os 3, 389 298 2.24 . 199 
Da Se ea ee re ae ae oy SR Sm SEA nae Oe Sap Oe ea 2 ee 1,635 347 2. 40 . 185 
De aa Zp a an eee ce a a cy Oe Pee ne ea eee et 652 396 2.52 LS 
1a ee oo ee een ark Re eS OFT. ag OE ENE me na 214 446 2.64 ealral 
AT cece, 3 een peak a ea re a ae hon io tes Ie LO ee ee aa a fi 493 2.74 . 157 
erent pete LO ee tN Tie a ee eee Se Rs glee = oe 27 543 2.64 . 151 
1G ce See ase te ee SR Eire a eee Sper eee as ak eer 8 600 2.74 . 151 
Te oa Sa ee ae en et ae RP Ae OPEN at gtk sy SR oe, 3 642 77a | . 193 
Pee oc 2 se ee tS Se ris Sa a ak ar pe ee 1 708 2.12 rlsi 
LUD iTS 155 PRR a Ig ren pe ES eh so Oe ARO eee AS SORA Ee eel Eee meals ecee ame 
EVOT ASC Sa ook oes ino Se Seo aa ee Ee coos eae | Soslssestne 248 2.09 213 
91234°—22 2 
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are feeding concentrates intelligently, according to known production. 
That, however, is not at all a general practice outside of the cow-test- 
ing associations. 


RETURNS FOR $1 EXPENDED FOR FEED. 


The figures in Table 4, also taken from the same tabulation as those 
in Table 2, show the relation of butterfat production to returns for $1 
expended for feed, and to feed cost per pound of butterfat. 


E280 
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Fic. 5.—Relation between butterfat production per cow and the returns from $1 expended 
for feed. 


The returns for $1 expended for feed increased quite regularly, 
and the feed cost per pound of butterfat decreased quite regularly 
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for each successive large group. As production increased from 109 
pounds in the third group to 396 pounds in the ninth group, the re- 
turns for $1 expended for feed increased from $1.35 to $2.52, or 
almost doubled. In Group 3 the returns were only 35 cents above the 
cost of the feed, while in Group 9 the returns were $1.52 above the 
cost of the feed, or more than four times as much. It is also worthy 
of note that the feed cost per pound of butterfat was almost twice as 
high in Group 3 as in Group 9. 

Figure 5 shows graphically for the larger groups the relation of 
butterfat production to returns for $1 expended for feed as given in 
Table 4. 


Fie, 6.—One of the highest-producing herds in the Carroll County (Md.) cow-testing 
association. 


The curve shows that the returns for $1 expended for feed in- 
creased at a very rapid rate as production of -butterfat increased. 
The larger returns for feed in the groups having high average pro- 
duction were due to better cows and better feeding. The relative 
influence of these two factors can not be determined because the 
groups whose average production was high were always fed more 
liberally than those whose average production was lower. 

Figure 7 shows graphically for the larger groups the relation be- 
tween butterfat production and feed cost per pound of butterfat as 
given in Table 4. , 

The curve shows a very rapid decrease in feed cost per pound of 
butterfat as production increased from 58 pounds to 396 pounds. 
From that point on the feed cost per pound of butterfat decreased 
more slowly. The figures indicate that from the standpoint of feed 
cost alone the dairyman should give close attention to the improve- 
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ment of low producers or eliminate them. The figures from which 
curves were made cover the period 1910 to 1920, inclusive. When 
prices were high the curves had a slightly different position from 
what they had when prices were low, but always the curves followed 
the same general direction regardless of cost of feed or price of 
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Fic. 7.—Kelation between butterfat production per cow and feed cost per pound of 
butterfat. 


product. Within the range of the large groups the high producers 
always won on income over cost of feed on returns for $1 expended 
for feed and on low feed cost per pound of butterfat produced. 


A STUDY OF HERD RECORDS. 


To see whether a study of records by herds would give the same 
results as a study of individual cow records, a tabulation of the herd 


ro 
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records of many cow-testing associations was made, and is shown in 
Table 5. For comparative figures from individual cow records see 
Table 2. 

The herd records were sorted according to average production of 


butterfat per herd, and the income over cost of feed was determined, 
as usual, by finding the weighted averages of the individual cow 


TABLE 5.—Relation of butterfat production to income over cost of feed as shown 
by a tabulation of the herd records of 1,309 herds where the product was sold 
as butterfat; years 1910 to 1920, inclusive. 


Butterfat pro- Average 
Number | Number duction. income 

Group No. of of over 
herds. cows. cost of 


Range. | Average.| feed. 


Pounds. | Pownds. 
1 


LS a ar AO Ste See as See ae ea 2 22 76-125 19 $25. 35 
Tat i SEEN Es re ns ee Ce. oe ce Ts Ee ee 112 1,556 | 126-175 161 30. 56 
Bae oe ee ee, eee ef ee ee ee ee eee 333 4,496 | 176-225 205 41. 23 
fs aN As ae Oy yg Se eG eS | 464 6,724 | 226-275 251 54. 00 
BS a eee a Sue ayia pe awe te meets 2, SE 270 3,443 | 276-325 297 64. 49 
Ge eens ety rene pee eae Boy Oa 97 1,171 | 326-375 344 81.17 
Urea Ne ae Ai ape os ARS AO OSS epee a ea aca 24 270 | 376-425 391 93. 46 
Sey BUSAN Fe caps ARERR SIC a PS ea at a ee 5 46 | 426-475 451 89. 42 
OE en Geary: aera Sas wee | 1 6 | 476-525 496 99. 40 
a OR as Serene asst nota Swine ain ie tio eas sae ee = 1 7 | 526-575 526 45. 09 
sl Ba) 7 ps a tee: «Core, Seng a cee 1, 309 TT, AW |e 2 ie a | Ah ae Sc ae 
BENSNEG Tee © Cage yee aE tae See See evee aS e | deat are ASA all wcteenee octets 248 52. 84 


records in each group. As there was no reason to believe that the 
tabulation of more records would materially affect final conclusions 
it seemed useless to carry this tabulation farther, though the number 
of records used in Table 5 was somewhat less than the number used 
in some of the other tables. 

The increase in income over cost of feed as production increased 
is not quite so marked in Table 5 as in Table 2, because in the former 
the records were grouped according to herd averages regardless of 
individual production. Even with that handicap the high-produc- 
ing herds always showed an increased income over feed cost as 
production increased from group to group. The average income 
over cost of feed per cow for the 24 herds in Group 7 was more than 
three times as great as for the 112 herds in Group 2. 


f 


CONCLUSIONS ALWAYS. THE SAME. 


Tabulations were made, by breeds, of thousands of records of 
grade and purebred cows to determine the relation of butterfat pro- 
duction to income over cost of feed. In every case the results were 
very similar to those already given. Tabulations for each age of 
each breed also gave similar results, and the results were about the 
same when the records for each association or for any agricultural 
district were tabulated. Jt seems fair, therefore, to conclude that 
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increased production is accompanied by increased income over cost 
of feed regardless of breed. age, weight, date of freshening, or geo- 
graphical location. 


PRICES AND PROFITS. 


‘Several tabulations were made to determine, if possible, whether 
cows which were large producers of milk and butterfat are rela- 
tively more profitable or relatively less profitable when prices are 
high than when they are low. The results of such tabulations have 
so far been inconclusive, and for that reason the figures have been 
omitted. In every case of those studied, however, the low producers 
had a high feed cost per unit of production, low returns for $1 ex- 
pended for feed, and small income over cost of feed. In every case 
the high producers had a low feed cost per unit of production, large 
returns for $1 expended for feed, and a high income over cost of 
feed. 


RELATION OF MILK PRODUCTION TO INCOME. 


MILK PRODUCTION AND INCOME OVER COST OF FEED. 


Table 6 shows the relation of milk production to income over cost 
of feed in associations where the product was sold as whole milk. 
The results are much the same as those obtained from associations 
where the income was from the sale of butterfat. 


TABLE 6.—Relation of milk production to income over cost of feed when product 
ipds sold as whole milk; years 1915 to 1920, inclusive—From 3,220 yearly 
records. 


= Milk production. Average Average 
- Number price of | income 
Group No ee a | over 
records. per 1 cost of 
Range Average pounds feed 
Pounds. Pounds 

asses Tae ee |e) | Rae. peas re 16 751- 2,250 1,662} $2.56} $3. 47 
7 ln RE oe ea Oe eS he AE 223 | 2,251— 3,750 3, 250 } 2. 53 | 32. 25 
Beet: 0 hi ecw ee eee 724| 3,751- 5,250| 4,60} 253) 50.58 
ne sere See SL Ge Ne ee nS 927 5, 251- 6,750 | 5, 970 | 2. 46 | 82. 96 
SDs et pe Seti 7 et 671 6, 751- 8, 25 7,429 2. 40 | 105. 36 
oe 2 a Se Pn ee 371 8, 251-— 9, 750 8,915 } 2. 42 | 131. 93 
Bn Es Ee See ey 181 9. 751-11, 250 10,334 | 2. 42 | 156. 51 
ee ee te OS ah OS Se ee ea 58 11, 251-12, 73 11, 881 2. 45 | 181. 29 
| eS See gee oer Ae) 2 34 12,751-14, 250 13, 250 2. 51 218. 19 
re an le ee ree, ee 7 14, 251-15, 750 15, 042 2. 20 224.18 
MA te een a Rep eras Oe eee + 15, 751-17, 250 16, 076 2. 24 | 219. 50 
ee Pe Leet Oe oe neg hs oe ee pees 1 | 17,251-17,750 | 17,387 2. 02 223. 68 
es se A er os es ee eee 1| 17,751-18,250| 18,207; 2i4 212. 99 
(128 ae cae ae ee eames Sey eee aa 1” fe Bo 1| 18,751-19,250| 18,891) 231| 286.06 
1 aN ae Sa ee gee ee RM ee eT 1 19, 751-20, 250 20, 168 1.93 222. 91 
LAT ET1 tae St Se OS Nigel I ae EO i 3; 200 | ase Re 2 eee 
BVETACR. oo. 2 Sos. joe ee OS ee se ee ee 6, 575 2. 45 92. 11 


1 The records were sorted on the basis of milk production, allowing a difference of 1,500 pounds between 
group centers. 


RELATION OF PRODUCTION TO INCOME FROM COWS. Lbs: 


As milk production increased from Groups 1 to 9, there was a rapid 
and very constant increase in income over cost of feed. Beyond Group 
9 the number of records in each group was small. In Group 1 the 
average production of milk was 1,662 pounds and the average income 
over cost of feed was $3.47. In Group 9 the average milk production 
was 13,250 pounds and the average income over cost of feed was 
$218.19. The milk production per cow in Group 9 was about 8 
times as much as in Group 1, but the average income over cost of feed 
in Group 9 was about 62 times as great as in Group 1. This differ- 
ence was not caused by increased price received for milk, as the aver- 
age price of milk in Group 9 was lower than in Group 1. The price 
of milk, however, did not vary greatly within the larger groups. 


[a eee eae 
Cer i Ba a a ea a 
2 eee 
Secee  oee ae 
Seeds, one 
oe eae ae 
ee as 
Saal Lie o> 
ep ae a eee 

chee [eel aoe ERS 
etc ft ee es 


1500 3000 4500 6000 7500 9000 10500 12000 (7502 /5000 
FPOUNES OF MILK FER COW 


INCOME OVER COST OF FEEL 
NS 


Fie. 8.—Relation between milk production and income over cost of feed. 


Figure 8 shows the relation of milk production to income over cost 
of feed as given in Table 6. 

This chart, which includes only the larger groups, is very similar 
to figure 3, which shows the relation of butterfat production to 
income over cost of feed. The line is very nearly straight. It shows 
not merely that large producers have a larger income over cost of feed 
than small producers, but it measures the increased income over cost 
of feed in dollars. A herd of 62 cows like those in Group 1 would be 
required to produce as much income over cost of feed as was produced 
by the average cow in Group 9. 
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MILK PRODUCTION AND COST OF FEED. 


Table 7 shows the relation of milk production to cost of roughage, 
cost of grain, and total cost of feed. The table is a continuation of 
Table 6. 


TABLE 7.—Relation of milk production to cost of feed where the product was 
sold as whole milk. 


Nasheed Average Average cost of feed. 
Group No. of 
< | produc- | Rough- F x 
records tis. Bee Grain. Total 
| Pounds 

1 ee pe ee Set ee os eT ere om Ot aS oS 16 1, 662 $28. 74 $10. 43 $39.17 
De ee oe ee ee See 223 | 3,250 32. 69 17. 26 49.95 
oe PU ee ee tS eee cee S Se ae 724 4,605 33.15 | 23.79 56. 94 
ya oa See nee eee Ree ee ae Si ee 927 5, 970 35.09} 29.09 64.18 
SE an Ce a es ee as ee 671 7,429 38.18 | 34. 62 72. 80 
G3 ore Sra So eee ee ee ee 37 8,918 42. 36 | 41.65 84. 01 
Dee en ee ee oe Bee 2 83 ag ee ee ee 181 10, 354 45. 66 48. 38 94. 04 
rs Lee en Ee ap nen Ie: Speen ape es a ee OR ots 58 11, 881 50. 63 | 59.75 110. 38 
CP gn SO Pte png oe ee PS ee 34| 13,250 51.39| 63.45 114. 84 
((] st St See Magee WC Sie phe ee eee De Se ee YE 7| 15,042 49.03} 58.59 107. 62 
Eee a eS ee a ee oe 4 16, 076 55. 8 | 84. 24 140. 04 
Ee eae A a ee re eee 1 17, 387 49. 20 | Ti. TA | 126. 94 
1S Scie ae a it a Ae NS Sea ae eae EOE toe 1 18, 207 57. 92 | 119. 24 177.16 
pe rs eee ee ee i ee ee es 1 18, 894 48.99 | 100. 56 149.55 
1 ES Ee ee See ee ia eee te Sy oe | PO a 1 20,168 56. 40 | 108. 29 164. 69 
EE Chet ke SS ee oe ee 3, 220 ee ee ee nee ee see H+) Sco 

A Vet ACE Oa Ren os a rea eles ee ee ee ee 6,575 | 37. 06 | 31. 81 68. 87 


This tabulation is similar to Table 3, in which the income was from 
the sale of butterfat, but Table 7 shows a more rapid increase in the 
cost of roughage for each successive group as milk production in- 
creased from Groups 1 to 9. The average cost of roughage was more 
than 12 times as high for Group 9 as for Group 1, the cost of grain 
was more than 6 times as high for Group 9 as for Group 1, and the 
total cost of feed was almost 3 times as high for Group 9 as for 
Group 1. Beyond Group 9 there were comparatively few records in 
each group. 


TABLE S8.—Relation of milk production to returns for $1 expended for feed and 
to feed cost per 100 pounds of milk where product iwas sold as whole milk. 


| Average | Average 
Number aa returns | feed cost 


Group No. for $1 per 100 


of 
records eres expended’ pounds 
forfeed. | of milk. 
| Pounds. 

ee ef Seen 5c Ow 3 eR ee en ee 16 1,662 $1. 09 | $2. 36 

/ a Tenn, eee riot ost en eT eT | 223; 3,250 1. 64 | 1.54 

eee irc ork ty SE Ee ee ee ee ae 724 | 4,605 2.05 } 1.24 

Bees Pe oe oe tt a eee eee 927 5, 970 2.29 | 1.07 

ES SS Se ea ne ees ee yaa Be ES SF 671 7, 429 2. 45 | - 98 

Ree ee Pee ee ee ee es 371 8, 918 2. 57 | oF 

Peres AO eh ee aR Soa ee ere 181 10,354 2. 66 -91 

[LN Sa a ee RT Be 58| 11,881 2. 64 8 

Pere rock eb es ane SEL GRE ETE Oe 34} 13,250 2. 90 | 87 

RRR es Se eae ae 7} 15,042 3. 08 | -72 
Mee eee a oe eee 4| 16,076 2.57 | . 87 
Ree ene rs ote) A Ree ee a ee ee 1 17, 387 2.76 | .73 
Se SONS oe eh ROL TY ONY Eee 1] 18,207 2. 20 | 7 
wu Se eee eer se Ee PAT Na 1] 18,894 2.91 79 
ee ee ee ees ee eae ais pa eee Se ee ee 1 20, 168 2.35 . 82 
Bee ie tA See Oe ce 3, 20-b Se cee fe cen eed 

BT IN on al ot he Sa Se I ey Me 6, 575 2.34 1.05 


4 jot 


iia - 


ee pe ee ee 
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RELATION OF PRODUCTION TO INCOME FROM COWS. LT 


RETURNS FOR $1 EXPENDED FOR FEED. 


The figures in Table 8 show the relation between milk production 
and returns for $1 expended for feed and the relation between milk 
production and feed cost per 100 pounds of milk. This table is also 
a continuation of Table 6. 

In Group 2 the average milk production was 3,250 pounds, and 
the average returns for $1 expended for feed $1.64.. In Group 9 the 
average milk production was 13,250 pounds, and the average returns 


KETURNS FROM 8/ EXPENDED FOR FEED 
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Fic. 9.—Relation between milk production and returns from $1 expended for feed. 


for $1 expended for feed $2.90. In Group 2 the average cost of feed 
for 100 pounds of milk was $1.54, and in Group 9 only $0.87. 
_Figure 9 shows graphically the relation of milk production to 
returns for $1 expended for feed. 
The figure shows that the returns for $1 expended for feed in- 
creased rapidly though somewhat irregularly as milk production 
increased from Groups 1 to 9. The cows that averaged 12,000 pounds 


> 
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of milk a year returned about 50 cents more from a dollar’s worth of 
feed than was returned by the cows that averaged 6,000 pounds of 


milk a year. 
Figure 10 shows the relation of milk production to feed cost per 


100 pounds of milk. 
As milk production increased from Groups 1 to 9 the feed cost per 


100 pounds of milk decreased very rapidly at first and more slowly 


ts ba 
= TENSE FEE 
pt ee a 
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Pic. 10.—Relation of milk production to feed cost per 100 pounds of milk. 


as production reached a high level. At current prices for feed the 
feed cost for each group would vary from the figures given, but 
recent records show that the direction of the curve would not be 
ereatly changed. 

The foregoing evidence, based on cow-testing-association records, 
shows definitely the greater earning power of high-producing cows 
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compared with the general average of herds and especially when com- 
pared with low producers, and the figures show the degree by which 
good cows surpass poor ones. Moreover, they throw ndtioeal hght 
on the great usefulness and also on some of the limitations of cow- 
testing associations. The points may be summarized briefly as fol- 
lows: 


WHAT THE COW-TESTING ASSOCIATION CAN AND CAN NOT DO. 


The cow-testing-association records take much of the guesswork 
out of dairying. Conformation indicates performance; but the Bab- 
cock test, the milk scales, and the feed scales tell the true story. 
Knowing the true feed and production records, the good dairyman 
practices selective breeding, eliminates all low producers that will 
not respond to better feed and care, and feeds the remainder accord- 
ing to known production. 


Fig. 11.—The cow-testing-association herd that stood highest in butterfat production in 
1918, at Grove City, Pa. 


The elimination of low producers is important, but it is not the 
only work of the cow-testing association. The well-managed cow- 
testing association saves many cows because it furnishes their actual 
records of production. It discourages the use of the scoop-shovel 
method of feeding concentrates, by which all the cows are fed alike, 
and it encourages the feeding of each cow according to known pro- 
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duction. Through the weighing and testing of the milk it lets the 
farmer know which are the high testers and persistent milkers. The 
careful weighing and testing of the milk has caused many an intelli- 
gent dairyman to say: “The cow I thought was the poorest turned 
out to be one of the best in the herd.” 
The cow-testing association can accomplish much, but there are a 
few things it can not do. It can not compel a dairyman to dispose 
of his poor. cows if he 1s determined to keep them. It can not make 
him feed according to production nor practice economy in the man- — 
agement of his dairy herd. It can not require him to dispose of his 
scrub bull and buy a better one. It has never yet demanded the 
planting of legumes and the building of silos. It can never compel, 
but it will always encourage and point the way to economical im- 
provement of the herd, of the farm, and of the dairy business. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS. 


1. A tabulation of 18,014 yearly individual cow records showed 
that as butterfat production increased from 100 to 400 pounds there 
was a regular increase of about $16 in income over cost of feed per 
cow for every 50 pounds of increase in average production of butter- 
fat. 


2. As production of butterfat increased from 109 to 396 pounds, 
the returns above the dollar expended for feed increased from 35 
cents to $1.52. 

3. Tabulations of the records by herds gave results similar to the 
tabulations of individual cow records. 

4. The records show that cow-testing-association cows are seldom 
fed beyond the point of economical production. 

5. The average milk production of 21,234 cow-testing-association 
cows, each on test 12 months, was 6,077 pounds, and the average but- 
terfat production was 248 pounds. These figures are about 50 per 
cent above the estimated averages of all the dairy cows in the United 
States. 

6. Cows having high average production of milk and butterfat 
averaged high in income above feed cost regardless of breed, age, 
weight, date of freshening, and geographical location. 

¢. The cows having an average milk production of 3,250 pounds 
had an average income of $32.25 over cost of feed, while the cows 
having an average milk production of 13,250 pounds had an average 
income of $218.19 over cost of feed. The average production per cow 
in the latter group was about 4 times as great and the average income 
over cost of feed was nearly 7 times as great as in the other group. 

8. This bulletin is based on the tabulation of the figures in 120 sets 
of records from 96 cow-testing associations. 


O 


